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responsibility for administering/coordinating remedial education in
the community colleges was the state higher education board/agency:
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INTRODUCTION

Purpose and Scope

The purpose of this study was to ascertain the status of remedial education
in the states as perceived by state directors (or deI;gated staff) of communi-
ty/junior colleges. This study attempted to gatﬁer information regarding: the
states' definition of remedial education, the states' mission in regard to reme-
dial education, the courses which are funded as remedial, the identification of
the state governmental agencies which coordinate remedial education, the methods
by which remedial education is funded, the educational levels where remedial
education is conducted, and the present condition of remedisl educstion in the
states.

In formulating the purpose f&r the study, consideration was given to the
concepts of "remedial” and "developmental"” education. At times, the terms
appear to be used interchangeably,'wgilé di;tinctions are drawn between the
terms at other times. "Remedial" has come to mean corrective or curative educa-
tion which attempts to help students learn something which was not previously
learned or which had been forgotten (Clowes, 1980).

Developmental education places emphasis on the development of the whole
person in a positive manner (nouecﬁe, 197752 K. Pat Cross suggests that if the
purpose of & program is‘CO overcome academic deficiencies the program is reme-
dial in the standard dictionar; sense. If the purpose of a program is to
develop the diverse talents of students whether académic or not, the program is
developmental because it develops strengths as well as corrects weaknesses
(Cross, 1976). Since the term "developmental suggests areas beyond academic
sub ject matter, it was considered too imprecise a term to use in this study.
Therefore, while the study focuses on "remedial education," some study respon-

dents submitted informatiom containing other terminology. For insl.ance,
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South Carolina material uses the term “"developmental™ exclusively. Washington
material contained only the term "basic swills,” while material from Maryland
used the term "remedial/ developmentsl.”

The study population included all fifty states and the Commonwealth of

Puerto Rico.

Significance of the Study

Remedial education is not a new phenomenon in education, at any level.
American higher education has had over 100 years' experience with remedial edu-
cation. 1In fact, some preparatory departments date back to before the Civil War
(Maxwell, 1979), while K. Pat Cross has identified the first remedial course
offered as a part of the "regular“ college program at Wellesley in 1894 (Cross,

1976). Yet the problem of underprepared students entering post-secondary educa-
.tion continues to plague educators, policy makers,.and the public. It is not,
nor has it ever been, a temporary problem which will someday disappear. It is,
instead, a problem of enormous magnitude and complexity in need of long~range

solutions rather than short-term holding actions (Promises to Keep, 1983).

There are, of course, many symptoms of the remedial education problem. For
exa;ple, the "average student eatering community colleg2 reads somewhere between
the eighth and ninth grade level-~if he finished high school™ (Roueche, 1978).
Also, it is generally accepted that "up to 35 of the adult population is not
educationally functional or employable in the curreat transforming society”

(Plstform for Excellence, 1983). Between 1968 and 1980, mean SAT scores of

college-bound seniors nationally fell over 40 points on the verbal test and 26
points in mathematics. The litany provided here is an abbreviated one. The

problem’'s symptoms appear limitless.
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While the problem of underprepared students and the response of remedial
education have been with us for a lomg time, the literature is limited with
respect to successful procedures in remediation (Cosand, 1979; Roueche and Snow,
1978). 1n many areas of the country remedial education has only recently been
identified as a major community college mission, particularly by state agencies
and boards. Emphases in the past seem to be placed oan transfer and vocational
programs (Cosand, 1979). For example, in September, 1979, the Illinois General
Assembly passed legislation which specified that "By March 1, 1980, the Boards
(Righer Bducation and Community College) shall develop guidelines which:
(1) place the emphasis on ﬁbs:-secondary remedial programs at public community
colleges and (2) reduce the role of the stste universities in offering remedial
programs" (PL 81-803, 1979). Also, a recent remedial education study in Hsry-'
land indicated that "while the important role of community colleges in remedial
education has come to be accepted, it is important to realize that this has not
always been the case. Serious questions about the state'a’stress on and support
for remedial education were raised in 1972 and (973" (Study.of Remedial/Develop~-
mental BEducation in Maryland, 1982). A repdrt from South Carolina stated that
the earliest mention of developmental studies in the minutes of the State Com-
mittee occurred in 1970 when an allocation of $2!,500 was made to a techanical
college to establish a developmental studies program (Developmental Studies in
the TEC System, 1983). These few cases are illustrative of the problem as iden-
tified by Cosand.

Remedial courses have been growing at an extremely fast rate. Remedial
education is the fastest growing area of the curziculum. Nationally, eanroll-
ments in these courses increased by twenty-two percent in 1979 and 1980 compared

to a fifteen percent increase for all courses during the same time period
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(Magarrell, 1981). Preseatly, an estimated two thirds of post-s.condary institu-
tions in the country provide remedial writing and reading courses. Reﬁediation

is a pervasive issue (Promises to Keep, 1983). And "this endeavor may well be

the major challenge facing the community colleges in the 1980s" (Cosand, 1979).
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The initial population for this study consisted of the State Directors of
Conmuni;y/Junior Colleges in the fifty states plus Puerto Rico. This population
represents the membership of the National Council of St‘te Directors of the
American Association of Community/Junior Colleges (AACJC)}. The population was
drawn from the 1983 AACJC Directory.

Usable responses were reviewed from 40 states (78%) in the sample. An
additionsl two responses were received after the dcéé were calculated and,
therefore, were not included in the analysis. The instruments were typically
completed by the state director or a staff member involved with the financial

aspect of the state system 6f community/junior colleges.

Instrument

A three-page mail-out opipion questionnaire was used to solicit ianformation
pertinent to the seven key research questions which guided the study. The key
questions were:

1. How do the various states define remedial education?

2. Do the states have mission statements for remedial education?

3. What courses are funded as remedial?

4. What governmental agencies at the state level have authority for
coordinating/administering the remedial education mission?

5. How is remedial education funded in the states?
6. At what educational level(s) is remedial education coanducted?

7. What is the present status/condition of remedial education in the
states? :

W3
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The inst:ument coatsined 25 questions (Appendix). There were 13 checklists
six dichotomous, four fill-in blanks, and four open-ended-type items used ian the
questionnaire (two of these were explanations of two dichotomous items). Some
items sought the or inions of state directors while others called for factual
financial data.

The items were categorized into six groupings. The categories and number
of items within each category were: Definitions (3 items), Mission Statement
(2 items), Providers (3 items), Administration/Coordination (2 items), Funding
(1! items), and Present Suatus (4 items).

The key questions and survey instrument were developed by the researcher.
These project elements were then reviewed by members of the State Directors
Council Research and Data Committee. Two drafts of the questionnaire were
developed with Committee input before the instrument was finalized. Thé'key

questions were only slightly reworded based on the Committee's review.

Data Collection

The instruments were wailed to the sample on August 28, 1983, along with a
cover letter explaining the study purposé, approach, and potential uses of the
results. The instruments were precoded and accompanied by a self-addressed,
stamped envelope for return. The covér letter also requested written informa-
tion or documents which wer2 to be sent by a separate mailing (Appendix). A
follow-up mailing to non~respondents was sent on September 14, 1983. A majority
of responses were received within 15 days of the first mailing, with the last

responses arriving within three weeks from the time of the second mailing.



Desi n

Since this study was basically a descriptive survey, the primary analysis
techniques included descriptive statistics such ss percentages, frequencies,
means, and ranges. Total and average dollar figures were also determined for

items dealing with financing remedial education.

10



RESULTS

The lu}vey results were organised around the seven key research questionms.
These results are preseated on the follouing pages. Each page contains an
Evidence Column, with the survey instrument item identified by number, and a

Conclusions Coluan liiting observations gleaned from the survey results.

11
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Key Qusstion 1: How do the verious stotes define
. remodial education?

SURVEY RESULTS

Evidence®

Conclusions

4

B . Does yow state have on officlal or working definition

o* remedial education? -
’ Yos No Not Sure
. 388 62g ] -

2, It no, should there be one?

- . Yos No Not Sure

25% 268 . 48
3, Check the fcilowing educationsl fuaefloas it they are con-
s gidered part of your definition of remedial education,

100f  High School Level Academic Courses (e.g., Moth,
"Enqllsh, Reading)

il Englis* o~ a Second Language

64% Persona: mprovement Courses (e.q., st:i'y Skitlls,
tersonal Development, Career Awareness)

57% Adult Basic Education

50% General Education Development (Secondsry Education)

%ty idence numbers correspond fo Questionnaire |tem numbers

in Appendix,

12 : )

Ya

I. Most states do not have an official or working definitlion of
remed [a! education,

Those states without a definition are not twe It they need one,

it, The educational functions Incliuded within most definitions of
remedial education Inciude high school level academic coursss,

. English as a second lenguage (ESL), persosel inprovement

courses, Adult Baslc Education (ABE), and General Education
Development (GED),

.

A m states Include pre-employment vocational orlented courses
and tutoring programs u!ﬂtln 'ﬂnlr definition of remedlisl educe-

ﬂon.

Ry
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Key Question | (cont'd): How do the variow states define
remedial education? ‘

SURVEY RESIWLTS

Evidence « Conclusions

Review of documents, reports, end operating rules and requiations, {il, The most common definition of remedial education Is “an In-
structional program or activity designed fo provide basic
skilis education which prepires students for the successful
pursult of post-secondary education.”

Some definitions Include speclfic courses (e.g., comunice-
tlions, reading, mathematics) while others make reference fo
basic skil|s from elementary and secondary education as
well os English as & Second Language,

A number of definitions also qualify the term “remed iation®
by stating that it -Is & re-doing or relterating of basic
skilis which shouild hove been mastered prior fo enfry info
the post-secondary system,

14 ‘ | 15
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Key Question 2: Do the states hove mission stateaents

for remedlial education?

SIRVEY RESWLTS
Evidenceo Concluslons
4, Is there & remedial education mission statement In your Slightly fewer than one=half of the states have & remedial edu-
state's commumity/junlor college enadbling low, stote cation mission statement (o thelr community colieqe ensbliing
pol lcy, state education reguistions, and/or state tegisiation or state policles,
quidel Ines? ,
in most cases the mission stetement has not been changed within
Yeos No the last thres years In those states with such a statement,
49% 518 :
: Where changc~ In mission statements have occurred, they tend to
Sa, If yes, has the mission statement changed within the focus on a clorification of role for the community/junlor college
past three (3) yesrs? ' system ond for Increosed erticulation wiih the ol eman fory/secon~
dary schoo! system fo reduce the need for remediation, .
Yes ~ No
178 83¢
S5b, §f yos, please expiain the change,

1) Clarifled the rola of colleqes,
7) Work closely with focal school districts and State

Boerd of Eduzation fowsrd reducing the need for
remed | al - education,

16 17

ATE p-‘,‘\vj Y
'

C et



Key Question 3:

What courses are funded as remedlal?

a0 R o “jwﬂ@%%
b o ‘

SURVEY RESWLTS

-~

Evidence

Concluslons

20, How sre tha following generic course areas In communl!ty/
Junlor colleges funded by your state?

L1

22)
@n
21)
(18)
(19)
(19
(a9
(18)
an
(18)
(20)
(18)

(16)

18

Not
Remedlal Other Funded
758 188 )
ng 198 10%
718 19% t0%
398 444 17%
37¢ 478 168
32% 36% 324
26% 42¢% 32¢
22% 56% 22¢
18% 714 f1£
17% 50% 338
108 50% 40%
ig .11} | 9%
6% 69% 25%

Math, High School (Secon-
dory) Level

English, High School
(Secondery) Level

Read Ing, High School
(Secondary) Level

Study Skilis

Engiish as a Second Languaqge

General Education Develop-

- ment (GED)

Adult Baslc Education (ABE)

Personal Development

Career Awareness

Baslc Business Understanding

Soclal Studles, High Schoo!
(Secondary) Level

General Sclence, High School
{Secondary) Level

Consumer Education

v,

Secondary school level math, English and reading coursss tend
0 be funded as remediai courses in cosmumity/junior colleges
In the 'ﬁm.

Secondary schoo! level socle! and qeneral sclences, basic
business understanding ond consumer education courses are
eoither funded under some eﬂmry other ‘than remedial or not
funded by the states,

Personal development and carcer swareness courses tend to be
funded In 8 cateqory other than remedlal,

§
—
~N

[

Study skills and English as a Second Language (ESL) courses
sre either funded under remedis! or some other category In a
number of states.

Fund Ing m' General Education Dovoly‘oannf (GED) ond Adul?t
Basic Education (ABE) courses varies greatiy from remedlal fo
other fo no funding at ali, within the country,

19
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Key Question 4: What governments! egencles at the state level
have authority for coordinating/adminlistering
the remedial education mission?
SURVEY RESULTS
Evidence Conclusions
9. Check the governmental agencles at the state level which l. There sre s variety of governmental bosrds/agencles across
have authority for administering/coordinating the remedlal the country which have the authority for administering/ceor-
education mission In community/junior colleges, dinating the remedial education mission In communlty/junlor
col leges,
49% Higher Education Board/Agency
Higher education and community/junior college boards or
556 Community/Junior College Board/Agency agencles have the administration/coordination function
In most stafes,
308 Other
11€ . Elementary-Secondery Board/Agency i1, Shared suthority between state Mln uswaily Involvas
(1) a community collens and higher educstion bosrd or egency;
8% Vocationai/Technlcal Board/Agency (2) & state community college board/agency and local community ‘
colleqe boerds; and (3) & conmnity colliege and an el ementary/ s
- Governor's Office secondary board/agency, Y

1338 Total

*Total hiqher than 1008 of respondents due fo the fact that
soms states have 2 or more boerds/agencles sharing responsi~
bliltles, ~ ,

10, It the authority Is shared between agencles, what are the

primary responsibliities of each agency In remedis! edu~
catlon?

13 (358) of the states reported shared suthorify among
agencles for remedial/developmental education,

20

Arimary responsibiiities shered by boords or sgencles lavolve
(1) policy end program approvail; (2) servics fo students
based on age (minors or adults); and (3) funding based upon
institutional type (secondary or post—secondary),

21
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Key Ouestion 5: How s remedial education funded
in the states?
SURVEY RESWLTS
Evidence . Concluslons
11, Do community/junlor coliege remedial courses recelve i, The overwhelming majority of states provids funding for

state funding?

Yes No

861 148
12, It yes, how does your state determine funding?

38f On credit gemerated and/c* FTEs
25 At same rate as all coliege-level! coursss
258 By increments! or annusliy varying formula
6% On maxinus ACT score
6% Other
1 State=Line Item In state appropriations
1 Stater-Funded with elementary/secondary
education

13, On what basis Is the state funding for community/junlor
colleqe remedial education determined? (Check sppropriote
responsel si), '

53¢  Other (See noxt page)
22% Per credit hour

168 Per student

138 Per contact howr

3¢ Per course
107

21, Does your state have & requirament that students poy
full share for remedis| education?

94% No
3% Not sure
3% iocal policy
- Yes

* Total hqher than number of respondents due fo fact thet
more than one response could be checked,

remed lal courses,

There io no consistent pattern for determining or actus!iy
tund Ing remedisl education scross the ststes,

No stefe reported requiring remedial educstion students o

pay the full cost of that type of educstion,

23
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Key Question 5 (cont'd): How Is remedial education funded
in the states?

SURVEY RESWLTS
Evidence Concluslons
13, (cont'd) | I, Most stotes could mot determine or did not have data svalliable
Other 1o resport the rate of state funding for remedis! education,
195  Por FTEs | - Where data exist, rates of funding vary considerably among the
195 Combination of ways (e,q., per student credit states regardiess of the type of funding system in wse, .
hour and previous year funding) ™
13 Part of total budget ‘ o
3§ Per ACT score
14, Wwhat rate of state funding currently exists for remedial
education In community/junior colleges?
S8f  Cannot determine, not avalisble
195  Allocated per FTEs R
Low High Mean Medlan T
$810 $3559 $1866 $1606 v
10f  Allocated per credlit hour
Low High Meon
$17.24 360,17 $38,40 .

6% Total allocated 1o remedial In community/junlor
col lege
Low High Mean
$443,719 $445,8835  $443,601

5% Aliocated per student
$ 200,00

3% Allocated per ADA (average dally attendance)
$1,540,00




Key Question 5 (cont!d):

in the states?

How Is remedial education funded

SIRVEY RESULTS

Evidence

Concluslons .

lﬁ. What Is the average ﬂmdlm rate tar all eu-mlfyljm!cr colloqo
education supported w the state?

1'5? student

Q

.1 Per credit br, t Per FTE. t Par ADA
g H__t (] $§ M L C] g WL M 5 M
I 1o oo I |
State Average Iw.n 17.2¢ 37,79 ”‘l 5100, 810, m1+ ‘2910 1708, 2137, “l 1540
Liberal Arts | | : | |
Averoage 60,17 21,9 41,07) 198 2423, 810, 1625 )
I | ] |
Vocational [ | ‘ | |
Averaqe 60.17 24,99 42,58| 198 2956, 878, 1842,
l | | |
Adult Baslc Ed| | | | |
(Secondary) 4,00 1726,
I | | |
General Studleq 4% | o.98f | ] |
i | | !
$ Fiqure not .
Avaiiable 42" ' ' '
Total *® 167%

* = Porcont of respondeats, H = High; L = Llow; M = Hean

" Total grester then 100% due to the fact that respondents could respond in more than one ‘category,

#seseate aversoe per FTE Inciudes responses from stotes which i not respond fo other cateqor ies

(e.g., !Iberal ar'ts, vocational),

tThose nusbers are dollar amounts,

26

1)

»
LS

Average funding for remedial

education based on credit hour

funding ($38,40) Is sl ightly
hMaghel Than the stotes' aver—
age for all courses ($37,73)
but balow the average of fund-
ing for |ibaral orts ($41,07)
and vocotional courses :
(342,58),

Averege funding for remedial
sducation based on ful i~time

sﬂ_g%.l_w (FTE) fund-
Ing ($1886) (s somewhat below”
the states' aversge for afl
courses ($1947) but hi gher
than aversge for iberatl erts
($1629) snd vocations! educe-
tion (1842),
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Key Question 5 (cont'd): How is resedlal education funded
in the states?
SIRVEY RESULTS
Evidunce Conclusions
16, How much total -onoy was expended by your state for - iV, Like funding rates, fotal amounts of money and the percentage
remed lal education In cosmunity/junlor colleges during of tofal state funding + by states on remedlal duceﬂon .
the 1982 fiscal war? . vary considerably, ! ‘
i
High Low ° Mean Hedlan . Most states spent a higher or sialiar percentsge of total
$66,342,962 $14,500 $7,612,264 $5,408,181 - state funding for remedlal education In the last year compared
’ . 70 the prior year,
55¢ responded; 458 figures not avallable
N ri v \".A\
17. Whot percentsqe of total state funding wos expended . -
for remedial education In community/Junlor colieges ' )
in FY 19827
!‘;_ '
High Low Hesn -
10,6% 1.278 "a,95¢ N
481 responded; 52%f flgures not avallsbie
18. Is the expenditur> percentage Indlcated for remedlal
education In FY 82 more or iess than It was In FY 817
More Lecs Same
38,52 23% 38,58
X
Ve

28
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Key Question 5 (cont'd): How is remedial education funded
- in the states?
' SURVEY RESWLTS
Evidence Conclusions
19, What do you expact the future frend for state funding ' ¥, Most states axpect funding vill remain constant for resediafl
for remed fal aducation o become? education within the next three years.
62,58 Remaining constent over next thres ysars
164 increasing over next three years
12,58 Cannot say
98 Decreasing over next thres ysers .
i
]
a .
1

o
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Key Question 6: At what oducetional level(s) is reuedlsl

education conducted?

SURVEY RESULTS ‘ s

Evidence

Concluslons ' . . -

6. TCheck the types of Institutions which are primary
providers of remedial education,

84%
495
498
4ag
38%
4%
275¢*

* Total

Community/Juntor Colleges
Secondary Schools

Aduit Education Centers
Vocationat/Technical Schools
Four=Year Colloges and Universities
Other

! CETA=related agencles

2 Elementsry schools

1 Community-based agencles
! Corrections

Is qreater than 100X duy to fact respondents

could check more than one type of Ianstitution,

7. Which type of Institution checked In #6 serves the
jargest number of students In resedlal education?

438
19¢
16%
148
8%
5%

Cosmun [ ty/Junior Collieqes
Secondary Schools )
Don' ¢t know .

Adult Educatlion Centers
Vocationai/Technical Schools
Elementary Public Schools

32

I, Many types of Institutions are primery providers of remedlial
education across the states, However, a large majority of
states ldentify comunity/junior colleges as providers who
have the largest number of remedisi students,

33
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Key Ouestion 6 (cont'dl: At what educationai level(s) Is remedial
’ education conducted?

SIRVEY RESWLTS

Evidonce . Concluslions
8a, Have there besn within the past 3 yesrs, or are there "18, Most states did not percelve a shift in the types of primary
anticipated, any shifts In the types of Institutions providers of remedis! oducation within the next thres ysars,
wvhere remedial education will be conducted” However, those states anticipating shifts reported movesent
: avay from universities toward community/junior colleges,
515  No
52¢ Yes

168 Not sure

8b, It yes, plesse explain,

58 Shitt toward commufity col leges

~0z~

428 Shift awoy from unlversities
17% Remediation before college entry

8% Shift toward 4~year colleges
1254

% Total qreater than 100% beczuse some respondents percelved
shifts In more than one direction,

34 35
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Key Ouestion 7: What s the present status/condition of N ' L
remedial education in the states? \ ¢ : : o
SWRVEY RESWLTS :
Evidence : Concluslons
22, Compared to 5 yeers aqo, how much emphasis Is resadial I. A majority of stetes report sore emphasis on resedlal educs~
education recelving st the state level today? . _ tion st the state level than five yesrs ogo ond that somewhat
. or substantialiy more studwmts ere enrolled In remedial
623 More emphasis courses then there wers five years ago.
27% No change In emphasls
4
8% Less emphasis 'i
58 Don't know ?
. R
23, Compsrsd fo 9 years ago, what s the current earoilment B
in remedlal education? ‘ g}
38f  Somewhat more students enrolled v
308 Substantislly more students enrolied * .
198  No change | | i
: p2
115 Somewhat fewer students enroiled
3% Figures not avallable
- Substantially fewer students enrofled
&
:
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Key Quastion 7 (cont'd)s What Is the present status/conditlon of

remedisl education in the states?

SIRVEY RESWLTS

————

Evidence

—

Conclusions

24, How Importent Is the remedlal education mission compared

fo other community/junior ¢ollege missions at the:

State Level Local Lewel

438 413
388 218
168 .38
38 5§
- 3%
- 5%
- 168

Ot equsi Importance

Somewhat less Important
Substantiaily less imporfant
Somewhat more Important
Substantially more importent
Varles qf each college

_bnable to respond

25, To what deqree Is ths remodlal education misslion being

fulflliled at the:

« State Leve! Local Level

4a1¢ 49%
35% 27¢
165 3%
8% 16%
- 5%

38

To 2 high degree T,
Somewhat

To a low degree

tinable to respond

Not at alli

Varies af sach college

1l. Remedial education appesrs fo be of equal l-p;r?m or ,
sompvhat less Important than other educetional missjons at
both the state and local levels,

The remedial educstion mission Is percelved as belng accom=
plished. ot & high or falr degree st both tho state and local
. fevels, - ,
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IMPLICATIONS
7 .

It appears that as long as commu&%t&/junior colleges exist they will be
involved in providing remedial education to aca&emically underprepared students.
- Many stude;ts'uho d:op out of the.educational system prior to graduation from
,secondary-schqols and students who do graduate without mastering certain basic

skills or who lose these skills because of atrophy will probably,. at ;dmg time

-

in adulthood, continue to seek additional education at a community/ junior col~
N > -

lege. This phenomenon is not foreign to ébnnunity/juuior college practition-
ers. |

The coniinued immigration of foreign-born and those Qith limited English

speaking and wri;ing skills who aspire to post-secondary education will neces~-
sitate the offe;{ng'of remedial educational experiences in community/junior
colleges. ..In f&ét, there are several categories of special needs learners who
will need remedial éducation when they enter the community/junior colleges
through their open doors.

Remedial education, as evidenced by the opinions of state direcrors
résponding to this su;vey, is of approximately equal importance to other commu-
nity/junior colleges' missions at both the local and state level. These same
respondents repotc.chat states are presently placing more emphasis on remedial
education.and more studénts are enrolling in remedial education courses as com-
pared to five years ago. Remedial education apparently will grow in importance
as a community/junior college function at legst into the near future.

. N -
TR
The conclusions resulting from the evidence produced by this study suggest

-

recommendations for remedial education which should be considered by community/

N

Ve

40

/xﬂ ,



A
h3

¢
| =2

junior college state directors and their staffs. These recommendations are

organized in the next section of the report by categories associated with the

key reserch questions which guided this study.

L .

——— -
—— N
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RECOMMENDAT IONS | " s

1.

\_4

Definition of Remedial Education

Each state should develop an offiéinl or wurﬁins definition of remedial
education. | |

Many states are funding remedial education courses or learning
experiences though they report no definition for this type of
education. There also gppears to be rather considerable variation
between the gtates concerning what experiences are“funded as remedial
eé:;ation. Without a definition, it would appear difficult to
determine the types of educational experiences considered remedial in
nature. |

<

To be prepared for the near future, with an apparent increase in
the importance of the remedial function and an increase in anticipated
students in remédial education, an official or working definition of
the concept seems needed.

This formal definition can be used to determine the educational
experiences which will be funded at a remedial education rACe. Funding
for remedial education within a stare will be ‘consistent within the
parameters of the definition. The definition can also provide for a
uniform system of counting students receiving remedial education which
can lead to a reliable data base used for comparison purposes. Fur-

ther, the common concepts embodied in the definition will facilitate

discussions about remedial education since state staff aud local, post-
¢

/

secondary institutional representsatives will operate from a common

language base.
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Once the definition is developed it should be widely distributed
within the state. Goveransn;al agencies and depariments concerned
with post-secondary education, legislators, citizen groups, and commu-

nity/junior colleges should receive copies of the definition.

I»‘
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The official or working definition of remedial education ;hould be
stated in broad terms with specific examples of remedial subjects or
courses provided for clarification purposes.

A number of states already define remedial education in the manner

. suggested above. A very few states use a highly specific definition

vhile a few more states have & broad definition: The broad definition -
provides & direction and overall organizer for state and local people
when they consider remedial education. The specific examples help
clarify and focus the definition providing common reference points when
state staff and local educators discuss remedial education.

This re;qmnended form ofﬂdefiuition al;o provides a framework for
funding, vhen the funding system is tied to the definition.: 1f reme-
dial education is funded as & seperate category, apart from other fund-
ing, there will be a written rationale for including or excluding edu-
cational experiences in the remedial education category. The notion of
th? broad definition with speéific examples should prove flexible
enough to allow for the inclusion of new or changing educational expe-
riences in remedial education. At the same time, th? definition should

help to determine limits restricting inappropriate experiences in the

.remedial funding category.

It should be noted that this recommendation treats remedial educa-

tion, in the manner suggested for definition purposes, as a unique
program or combination of courses. Such an approach suggests that
remedial education is a function of subject mstter content and not of
student educatidnal obiectives. Therefo;e, remedial educat:on is iden~

tified as portions of bodies of knowledge needed (required or

44 -
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recommsﬁded) for students to have a better chance of success in a
post-secondary institution. This approach to estsblishing 8 definition
“of témedial education appears practical, especially for fynding pur- -
poses. It, however, may be an artificial approach to defining ;hat
remedial education should be in a post-secondary inatizutiou. The type
of program for which a student registers (which purportedly reflects a
student's educational goals) may require "remedial experiences" uhiqueﬁ
to that- program. Fo? exsmple, if a qtudent registers in a coméunit&/
junior college transfer program, his or her remediation needs uay‘be
‘ different from that of a student emnrolling in a vocatiomal prsgran or a
general eduycation program. Ewven withiﬁ vocational programs, varying
types of remediation experiences n&y be required for entry into differ-
ent prograﬁs, especially between the degrge and certificate levels.

The approach to establishing a definition recommended here appears
practical and one which might bring clarity to the realm of remedial
education. There are, of course, other approaches which could emanate

from varying concepts of remedial education.

-
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Once defined, the concept of remedisl education should be diacussed by
state and local cannunity/juﬁior college staffs in relation to the con-
cept of developmental education. |

While this study was concerned with remedial education in the
states, some respondents to the questionnaire wrote o; mailed informa-
tion dealing with “deéelopmeqtal education." Usually, distinctions
were made between the two concepts. In a few states, the terms seemed
to be used interchangeably. uThe;e appears to be some confusion about
the terms when sta;e definitions and ﬁolicies are viewed in totall

The current ligeracuge regarding Eemédial and developmental educa-
tion has done little to clarify the concepts. Rowever, gome writers
(Cross, Roueche, and ?riediander) have suggested that "remedial educa-
tion" is an evolutionary term giving way to "developmental education.”
Developmental education is qousidered a broader concept encompassing
more than the cognitive skill areas of rea;;ng; writihg, and computa-
tion normally associated with remedial education, Writers who pref;r
the term "developmental" suggeet that it includes experiences typically
assqciated with the affective learning domain. Developmental educa- !
tion, chérefcre, includes educational experiences in personal develop-
ment, career gwareness, human potential, study skills, and values
clarification, to mention a few areas. Some of the experiences from
this list are currently funded as remedial education in some states.

Much of the current research reported by Cross and Roueche sug-

gests that, for many students, remedial education focusing on basic
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cognitive skill developﬁent is inadequate to help'these students suc-
ceed in college. Rather, attention must also be focused on affective
areas ifua change in behavior is & desired result. To attempt to
'hre-do“ basic skills whi;h were not mastered in the first place would
appear to be an investment in failure, if some affective chaages were
not made at the same time, : ‘

A state task force or, pgrhaps. an advisory committee to the state
agency coordinating comh;uity/junior colleges, with representatives
from thé‘local levels, could develop positions regarding the relation—
shiﬁ of remedial edu&ation to developmental e@ucaciou. Or, perhaps,
distinctions between the two councepts could ﬁe identified. The impli-
cations of funding for remedisl edueatién could also be considered in
light of relationships to or distinctions from‘dev;lobmental education.

New funding patterns may emerge from such deliberations.
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States which have an official or working definition of remedial educa-
tion should review that definition on » regular basis.

On & regular basis (perh;ps every three years) states should
review their definition of remedial education to ascertain its effec~
tiveness in reflecting state policy and in meeting locsl aeeds,

Through discusaions with séate staff, advisory groups, and local commu—
nity/ junior college education leaders, the timeliness and effectiveness
of the definition can de determined. Student populatiqn ch;racteris-‘
tics, secondary school gtldgation requirements, university entrance
requiremen;s, scores on national exams, results of ninﬂ;al'cumpe:ency
tests, and community needs assessments are sources of information which
ought to be considered when the stlté‘s definition of remedial educa-
tio; is under review,

The state should change its official or working definition of
remedial education if warranted by the results of the review. \ change

should reflect current practices and anticipated needs.

48
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Mission Statement for Remedial Education

RBach state lhculd.dlvelop & mission statement describing the role of
the community/junior collese in remedial education and attempt to have
the statement juacted into law or to become part of official state
policy.

The development of a mission statement is frequently a& serious,
laborious undertaki;g involving numerous constiruent»groups. Develop~
i;g a state—level mission stateﬁant would require collaborative efforts
m a broad s?ale. Often the initiat%ye‘for such an undertakiq; comes
from the legislature or executive branch. Regardless of whatever group
initiates the process, the state agency chérged with coovdinating com—
munity/junior colleges should ~eek input for a mission stateneét from a
large number of constituéncies. Existing or newly formed advisory com-
mittees, student groups, local leaders from d11 educational lévels,
state staff, legislators and citizen groups could participate in dis-
cussions about the remedial education mission for community/junior col=-
leges.

A mission étatemenééshould focus on the role of community/junior
colleges in remédial education vis-a-vis secondary schools and four-
year colleges and univ;rsities. The mission ought to be clearly delin-
eated and ought to capitalize on the inherent strengths of community/
junior colleges. Mission statements from other states could serve as a
beginning talking point.

Once a mission statement is developed it should be widely distrib-

uted throughout the state. All agencies and groups coacerned with

remedial education should receive copies of it.
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States which opcrlt; with a mission statement for remedial education

should review that statemsnt on a regular basis.
See Recoﬁnendation 1-d regarding the definition of "remedial edu-

cation." The approach suggested foi that recommendation is applicable

to this ome.

30
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Governmental Agencies and Remedial Education

Each state should have (1) one agency/board responsible for coordinat-
ing/sdministering remedial education in the post-secondary educstional sys-
tem, or (2) wvhere more than one responaible agency/board exists, ‘s mecha-
nism for coordination, functioning effectively, needs to exist.

Some stateé‘teported having two or more agencies responsible for coor-
dinating or administering remedial education in community/junior colleges.
Other states reported that authority is shared between two or more state
agencies. In these situations, duplications, inefficiencies, and confusion
could develop which might hamper the effective d?livery of remedial educa-
tion to students in need of these educational experiences.

A case could be made for the state agency or board most directly in-
volved with community/ junior colleges to probably be the one that maintains
full authority and responsibility for the remedial education mission in
post-secondary education. (In response to a question dealing with the
levels where remedial education is conducted, 587 reported a shift toward
community colleges, while 42Z reported a shifc,ayay.ffzm universities,

Only 8% of the respondents reported a shift toward universigiés.) In such
an arrangemént, cleafllines of authority ought to be established which
eliminate gaps and overlapping that might otherwise exist. Also, one
responsible agency would help facilitate the planning and delivery of reme-
dial education to post-secondary sthdents.

Furthermore, any conflict in the alloéhtioﬁ of funds to leocal tnstitu-
tions should be reduced. Paperwork and coordinaéion problems at the local

level could also be reduced when only one state agency has the total

responsibility for post-secondary remedial education. Duplication for

o1
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reporting and funding purpnses can cause undue expense and inefficiencies
at a local post-secondary education sgency. The reporting and funding
responsibiﬂf:ies for local institutions regarding remedial education should
not become cumbersome, as it is with vocational education in some states
shere two or more agencies are involved with coordinating or administering
vocational education.

In a number of states, however, the coordinating/administering func-
tions for remedial education are shared between agencies. A coordinating
mechanism, such as an inter—educational agency co&rdinlting commnittee or a
formal c@unicntions proc.edut_'e. could be established vhich reduces or
eliminates problems of duplication or inconsistency regarding, at least,
the reporting requirements of local, post-secondary institutions. The |
underlying purpose of coordinating efforts should be "how can remedial edu-
cation be effeetively:;ud efficiently provided students in a variety of
post-secondary institutions" within the requirements of the coordinating
agencies/boards. (Recommendation 5b. dealing with the levels at‘which

remedial education is conducted also addresses coordination concerns.)
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Funding of Remedial Education

States which fund remedial education at the post—secondary level should
review their funding systems. | |

Each state ought to review current funding policies in terms of |
present and anticipated needs in the near future. With pro jected
growth in enroilments in post-secondary remedial education and in~
creased emphasis on the remedial function in many states, funding might
need to be restructured or, at least, reconsidered. Additionally, this
review of the funding system should be based on a comparison of the
system to the scate's mission statement for remedial education. A key
question to be asked is "Is the fu;ding system sdequate to wmeet the )
mission of qut-secondary educition in remedial education?" Funding
goals need t; be identified which will assist community/jiunior colleges
in fulfilling their r~medial education mission. In addition, the fund~
ing of remedial education experiences should be reviewed in relation to
the funding for other types or functions of education. Since wost
states reported that the remedial education mission is equal in impor-
tance to other community/junior college missions, funding ought to be
at least equsi.also.

Just as it has been recommended that states regularly review their
definition and mission statement for remedial education, so too should.
funding systems be regularly reviewed. Changing needs should be iden-

tified and, if possible, anticipated so that funding systems can be

altered to meet new or revised needs.
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State priorities for education at the post-sécondary level can be

éstablished via funding. The funding system, in‘effect, could set the

| priority. For example, if economic development is' a priority concern

for post-secondary education and the bpsic skills of reading, writing, -
;nd cougptation‘ate necessary for preparing a viable work force for
econonig\degelopnent ip‘a changing economy, then the reuediél education
éunction'mny becone‘an important compou;;t of economic development.

Increased funding for this function will help meet the Economic devel~-

opment priority. Therefore, a review of the funding system for reme-

e

dial education at the state level, and a subsequent change in funding,

-

§ , 54

‘ coulq alter the priority for this type of education at the local level.
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b. States uhich dé not fund remedial educationm at the post—seccndary level
should consider adopting a funding policy.

A few states responding to the survey reported that they did not
fund remedial educétibn in community/junior colleges. These states
should assess the present and anticipsted future need for funding this
educatioh mission. If remedial education is considered a migsion of
the community/junior colleges in a state, these institutions should
receive state funding for fulfilling that mission.

The funding patterns of other states can be studied if a state
msﬁes the determination to fund remedial education. .Also, the funding
system for other functions of pest-secondary education (e.g., transfer,
vocational, adult) can be analyzed in anticipation of funding for reme-

dial education. ¢

£y
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Levels Where Remedisl Education Is Conducted

Each state ought to provide for remedial education at a variety of
educational levels and in.titution;l ‘. gpes.

Many states reported that remedial education experierces were pro-
vided in 8 number of institutional types at different educational
levels. Community/junior colleges were identified as enrollin; the
largest number of students in remedial education.

Zach state should ascertain the need for remedial education and
identify those institutional types which might make the greatest impact
in meeting or eliminating the need. |

The remedial education function should fit the institutional mis-
sion for the effective and efficient delivery of this type of educa-
tion. Normally, community/junior colleges, adult education centers,
vocational/technical schools, correctional institutions or school sys~-
tems, and secondary schools are institutions with a mission compatible
with remedial education.

Some states reported that their four-year colleges and universi-
ties were providers of remedial education. This practice should be
reviewed since the national trendvappears to be away from remedial
education at the four~year level except for specialladmittance type
programs. Perhaps, remedial education is not appropriate for the

mission of four~vear colleges and universities.
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States in which remedial education is conducted st s variety of educa-
tional levels nnd.in.titutional types should strengthen efforts to
coordioate funding and delivery systems,

State agencies/boards responsible for education at a variety of
levels where remedial education is conducted should, cooperatively,
develop reﬁedia! education goals for each educaiional level and insti-
tutional type. Repreaenta;ives from institutions. at these educational
levels should participate in the goal-setting activity.

Remedial education efforts among institutions and between educa-
tional levels should be coordinated to eliminate duplication of efforts
and to bridge gaps in service. Funding should correspond to the coor-
dinated efforts and reflect level and institutional goals for mﬂximun
impact.

A primary result of a ccordinated effort for remedial education
ought to be the articulation of basic skills programs between levels
and aﬁong institutions. Once goals have been established for levels
and institutions, the programs developed and implementéa to reach the
goals should be articulated to eliminate dupliéaﬁion and gaps., Artic-
ulated programs should strengthen the delivery of remedial education,
insure that student needs are met at the éppropriate level :by the ,
appropriate institution and work toward the reduc;ion of the need for
remediation at the post-secondary levei for, at least, those students

who progress reguiarly through the educational system from elementary

through secondary to post~secondary education.
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6. Status of Remedial Education

Each state should continue to monmitor the need for remedial education
and the efforts of its community/jumior c‘olleges in meeting that need.

It appears that, in general, the né;d for remedial education will
continue to expand at the post-;econdary level. The five-year trends
reported in this study seem‘to indicate continued growgh. However,
each state is somewhat unique and che’remedial education needs will n;
doubt vary by state. .

Statewide needs snalyses, studies Sf'freshmen entering coumunity/
junior colleges, results of secondary-education-level minimal-~-compe-
tency tests and communications and dialogue with educational leaders at
the local level will assist a state agency or board to monitor reme&ial

education needs. A statewide remedial education advisory committee ﬁay

be an effective vehicle to obtain information regarding the needs for

"and effects of remedial education at the post-secbndary level.

Further, a statewide public education or information effort should
be undertaken ;fter an assessment is made of s and results. The
public at large should be informed of the need for and results of reme-
dial education at the post-secondary level. There are also special
groups which require additional information and education. Workshops
could be conducted for trustees and staffs from the local levels to
keep them informed and supportive of remedial education, if support is
needed. Such workshops may also be beneficial to state staffs, includ-
ing members of educational boafds and agencies, the executive and leg-
islative staffs, and staffs from other state entities interested in

post-secondary education.
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States should euccu;use local community/junior colleges to determine
and meet the need for remedial education at the local level.
| About one half of the respondents to this study reported that the
remedial education missiéu was being fulfilled to a high degree at the
local level. While this findin is an encouraging one, there probably
are differences within each state as well as between states.
\‘The local community/juftior college can be encouraged to increase

its efforts in remedial education. State ‘agencies/boards .coordinating

or administering these colleges can suggest a number of activities to

help their colleges improve. 1In some cases, they could even assist the.

colleges with the activities,

A partial list of activities which might assist community/junior
colleges in determining and méecing remedial education needs follows:
1. Conduct‘comnunity needs analyses,

2. Test entering freshmen to assess basic skills,

3. Conduct drop-out studies.

4., Articulate with feeder secondary schosls:

5. Establish a local remedial education advisory committee.

6. Fvaluate or review existing programs or services.

7. Strengthen the system of sorting/distributing students within the
college's programs so that students can be academically prepared

for the programs they enter.

8. Review admission requirements for entry into transfer and voca-
tional programs.

09
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With the national emphasis on a return to "basic'" education at the
elementary and secondary school levels, the needs for remedial educa-
tion may change in the not-so-distant future. While the direction and
type of changes in need will, no doubt, vary smong and within the
states, it will be imperative for community/junior colleges to continu-
ally reassess the needs in their local communities. The increased
emphasis for sccountability in basic education will probably not stop
at the secondary school level. Community/junior colleges will need to
regularly reassess their effectiveness in meeting remedial education
needs. State sgencies and boards can assume a leadership role in help-

ing local institutions respond to these anticipated challenges.
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Dear State Director: .

The National Council of State Directors of Community/Jumior Colleges has
comnissiqued a study of Remedial education in the States. For purposes of this
‘study, Remedial education includes thc fasic skills areas of reading, writing
and mathematics which are ususlly consi. red competencies learmed at the secon—
dary (high school) level. Please complete the enclosed questiounaire within
seven (7) days and return it in the stsmped, self-addressed envelope.

As part of this study, we are also requesting a copy of the following:
1. Official state~level definiticn of remedial education;

2. Official mission statement or legal charge for remedial education
including rules and regulations, .policy statement or guidelianes;

3. Funding regulation or formula for remedial educatiom.

Please send this information to:

Dr. William E. Piland
Curriculum & Instruction Department

DeGarmo 232
Illinois State University

Normal, IL 61761

-

This study will give us a comprehensive view of remedial education at the
state level throughout the country. The results will be reported at the Spring
1984 meeting of the NCSD which will be held during the annual AACJC coavention.

Thank you for your participatiom im this important project. If you’haée
any questions about the survey instrument or information requested, please call

me. .

Sincerely, J

Dr. William E, Piland
Professor of Education
309/436=5425

WEP/blr
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' COMMUNITY/JUNIOR COLLEGES STATE DIRECTOKS
REMEDIAL EDUCATION SURVEY

s

I. REMEDIAL EDUCATION~--DEFINITION

1.

;"'No (Go to #2)

Does your state heve an official or wrkin; definition of vemedial
education?

Yes (Go to #3)

—__ Not sure (Go to #3)

1f no, should there be one?

Yes
No
Not Sure

/
Check the following educational fumctions if they are considered part
of your definition of remedial educatiom.

___ Adult Basic Education
General Education Development (Secondary Education)

English as a Second Language

Righ chool Level Academic Courses (e.g., Mathematics, English,
" Reading (

Personal Improvempent Courses (Study Skills, Personal Development,
= Career Axareneces

o

Other

-

1. REMEDIAL EDUCATION-~MISSION STATEMERT

&.

Is there & remodisl education wission statement in your state's cow-
munity/ junior college enebling lew, state policy, state education
regulations and/or state guidelines?

.

Yes (Go to #5)
—__No (Go to #6)

1f yes, has the mission statement changed within the past three (3)
years?

Yes
No

If yes, please explain the change,
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I11. REMEDIAL EDUCATIOR--PROVIDERS

6. Check:the types of Egrtitufiona vhich sre primary providers of

remedial education. :

Community/Junior Colleges
Four-Year Colleges and Universities
Vocational/Technical Schools
Secondary Schools
Adult Educstion Centers
Other

7. Wwhich type of imnstitution checked in #6 serves the largest number of
students in remedial education?

8. Have there been within the past 3 years; or are there anticipated,
auy shifts in the types of imnstitutionms vhere remedial education
will be conducted?

Yes £
No

Not sure

1f yes, please explain.

IV. HEMEDIAL EDUCATION--ADMINISTRATION/COORDIRATION

9. Check the governmental agencies at the state level which have author-~
ity for administering/coordinating the remedial education mission in
community/junior colleges.

___ Elementary-Secondary Board/Agency
____ Community/Junior College Board/Agency
____ Higher Education Board/Agency
____Governor's Office
Vocational/Technical Board/Agency

Other
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10. If the authority is shared between ageacies, what are the primary
responsibilities of each sgency in remedial education?

Agency:
Responsibilities:

S

Agency:
Responsibilities:

V. REMEDIAL EDUCATION-—FUNDING”

11. Do community/junior college remedial courses receive state funding?

. — Yes (Go to #12)
___ No (Go to #21)

12. If yes, how does your state determine funding?

13. On what basis is the state funding for community/junior college
remedial education determined? (Check appropriate response(s]).

__ Per Course
____ Per Credit Hour
Per Contact Hour
____ Per Student 4
___ Other

l4. What rate of state funding currently exists for remedial education
in community/junior cclleges? (Per response to #13.)

$

15. What is the average funding rate for all community/junior college
education supported by the state? (Per response to #13,)

Sctate Average )
Liberal Arts Average
Vocational Average

Other

68
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16.

17.

18.

19-

20.

Ao o

-ty

How much total money was expended by your state for remedial education S
in community/junior colleges during the 1982 fiscal year?

s‘

What percentage of total state funding was expended for remedial edu- . .
cation in community/junior colleges in FY 19827 f
__z . : an . |
Is the expenditure percentage indicated in Question #17 in FY 82 wore ;
or less than it was in FY 817 | .
___ More

——Le..u §
__ Same -

What do you expect the future trend for state funding for remedial
education to become?

Iancreasing cver uext three years - o
Remgining constant over next three years
Decreasing over next three years

How are the following gemeric course aress in community/junior col-
leges fuaded by your state? (Please check the sppropriate category.)

- Not
Remedial Other Funded

Math, High School (Secondary) Lewvel

English, High School (Secondary) Level

Reading, High School (Secondary) Level

Social Studies, High S&hool (Secondary)
Level

General Science, High School (Secondary)
Level .

|
|
|

Consumer Education

Basic Business Understanding
Study Skills

Career Awareness

Personal Development

HEEE.

English as & Second Language (ESL) "~
Adult Basic Education (ABE) »
General Education Development (GED)

L]
‘SRR

|
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-5~

Does your state have a requirement that students pay full share for
remedial educatiomn?

Not sure

V1. REMEDIAL EDUCATION--PRESENT STAIUS

22,

23.

25.

Coupared to 5 years ago, how much emphasis is remedisl education
receiving at the state level today?

More emphasis

Less emphasis °

____No chenge in emphasis :
) .
Compai%d to 5 years ago, what is the current earollment in remedisl
~4-cation?

r

\  Substantially more students enrolled
Somewhat more students enrolled

No change ° o
Somewhat fewer students enrolled

Sd%qtantxally fewer stadents enrolled

How important is the remedial-education misgion c&mpared to other
junior/community college missious at’ the:

State Level Local Level

Substantially more important

* Somewhat more important

0f equal importance
Somewhat less important

i Substantially less important

wontm——p— amem———

To what degree is the remedial education mission being fulfilled at
the:

State Level Local Level

To a high degree
Somewhat

To a low degree

Not at all -
ERIC L.,urzriﬂ“"'x"e for fumior Gelloges
8113 ' " ey Dudding
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